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Abstract: Globalized labor markets confront many adults, both employed and unemployed, with demands
arising from career uncertainty that have the potential to jeopardize their occupational planning. This
article investigated how individuals in different regions of Germany, which are characterized by different
economic opportunities, negotiate such demands to pursue a career. The central hypothesis is that under
unfavorable economic conditions, disengagement from demands of career planning, in terms of reducing
commitment to their mastery, will predict positive changes in subjective well-being. This was tested
using a sample of N = 806 adults living in 91 regions of Germany. Results suggest that disengagement
predicts increased subjective well-being, but only if individuals report a very high load of demands of
career planning and live in regions characterized by particularly poor opportunities for goal striving.
It is concluded that disengagement can be an adaptive way of mastering occupational planning under
particularly disadvantageous circumstances.
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Table 1 General life-satisfaction 
 
 Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Intercept 5.10 *** 2.80 *** 2.97 *** 2.97 *** 2.95 *** 2.96 *** 2.96 *** 
Satisfaction at baseline  .46 *** .43 *** .43 *** .43 *** .43 *** .43 *** 
Demands1 (linear contrast)   -.24 * -.28 -.29 -.30 -.16 
Demands2 (quadratic contrast)   .01 .07 .07 .05 .20 
Demands3 (cubic contrast)   -.01 -.27 -.27 -.25 -.20 
Demands4 (quartic contrast)   -.09 -.38 -.39 -.42 -.36 
Disengagement   -.01 -.01 -.01 -.02 -.02 
Net Internal Migration Rate (NIMR)     -.07 .14 .09 
Demands1 × Disengagement    .02 .01 .00 -.05 
Demands2 × Disengagement    -.02 -.02 -.02 -.07 
Demands3 × Disengagement    .09 .09 .09 .06 
Demands4 × Disengagement    .10 .11 .12 .09 
Demands1 × NIMR      -.27 -.07 
Demands2 × NIMR      .04 .84 * 
Demands3 × NIMR      .02 .08 
Demands4 × NIMR      .01 .21 
Disengagement × NIMR      -.07 -.07 
Demands1 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.07 
Demands2 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.30 ** 
Demands3 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.03 
Demands4 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.06 
  
Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
 
Table 2 Work life-satisfaction 
 
 Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Intercept 4.84 *** 2.96 *** 3.24 *** 3.27 *** 3.26 *** 3.28 *** 3.27 *** 
Satisfaction at baseline  .40 *** .36 *** .36 *** .36 *** .37 *** .36 *** 
Demands1 (linear contrast)   -.38 ** -.63 * -.63 * -.63 * -.59 * 
Demands2 (quadratic contrast)   - .08 -.24 -.24 -.23 -.19 
Demands3 (cubic contrast)   -.07 .11 .11 .12 .17 
Demands4 (quartic contrast)   -.16 -.30 -.31 -.39 -.37 
Disengagement   -.05 -.05 -.05 -.06 -.05 
Net Internal Migration Rate (NIMR)     -.03 .24 .22 
Demands1 × Disengagement    .09 .09 .08 .06 
Demands2 × Disengagement    .06 .06 .05 .04 
Demands3 × Disengagement    -.06 -.06 -.07 -.09 
Demands4 × Disengagement    .05 .05 .07 .06 
Demands1 × NIMR      -.21 -.57 
Demands2 × NIMR      .11 .75  
Demands3 × NIMR      -.15 -.11 
Demands4 × NIMR      -.26 -.11 
Disengagement × NIMR      -.10 -.09 
Demands1 × Disengagement × NIMR       .13 
Demands2 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.24  
Demands3 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.02 
Demands4 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.04 
  
Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
 
Table 3 Family life-satisfaction 
 
 Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Intercept 5.60 *** 2.76 *** 2.81 *** 2.81 *** 2.81 *** 2.86 *** 2.85 *** 
Satisfaction at baseline  .50 *** .49 *** .49 *** .49 *** .49 *** .49 *** 
Demands1 (linear contrast)   -.02 -.09 -.12 -.03  .01 
Demands2 (quadratic contrast)   -.02 .23 .23 .29 .35 
Demands3 (cubic contrast)   -.04 .19 .18 .25 .28 
Demands4 (quartic contrast)   -.03 -.08 -.11 -.21 -.16 
Disengagement   -.01 -.01 -.00 -.02 -.02 
Net Internal Migration Rate (NIMR)     -.25 * .18 .15 
Demands1 × Disengagement    .02 .02 -.02 -.03 
Demands2 × Disengagement    -.09 -.09 -.11 -.13 
Demands3 × Disengagement    -.08 -.08 -.10 -.11 
Demands4 × Disengagement    .01 .02 .06 .04 
Demands1 × NIMR      -.15 -.12 
Demands2 × NIMR      .26 .53  
Demands3 × NIMR      .06 .15 
Demands4 × NIMR      -.21 .05 
Disengagement × NIMR      -.16 ** -.15* 
Demands1 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.01 
Demands2 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.10  
Demands3 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.04 
Demands4 × Disengagement × NIMR       -.09 
  
Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
 
